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Concerning the 


Sacred Trinity. 


STR, | WY 
”” Find from my Socinien Adverſary , Obſervati- 
ons (as he calls it.) ox my Four Letters; (He 
\> might. have faid Five, if he pleaſed.) iWhich 
i F-faw- not till Yeſterday, Mar; 13. 'Nor doI 
Te» feeany great need of publiſhing a haſty An- 
ſer. There being fo little in it that deſerves an An- 
ſwer,. which: had not been anſwered before it was 
written. And I may perhaps ere long. meet with 
fome ſach like Obfer>arzons upon my Fifth ; and then 
I may ationce Anſwer bork. | 

Hs» firſt head he calls The Defen of the Letters. . 

That which I undertook tomaintain, was clearly 
ſtated. chus , - That #-is not Inconſiſtent with natural 
Reaſon, that there may be Three Somewhats which are 
bot Ont God; And that what iin one' regard are Three, 
may in evother regard be Ore: Toprove this (and this 
only) I brought 'thoſs Arganients .or Inftances at 
which hecavils. 0 1» | 
#1249 A 2 This 


(2) 
This he now tells me {p. 4.) The Socinians will 
grant me this. (That is, they grant whatT undertook” 
to prove.) And of which, he ſays, na-Man ever was 
ſo fooliſh as to doubt. And my Arian Adverſary in like 
manner, (in his A»ſwer, p. 3. and his Vindication, p. 
' 3, 5.) that yore but 4 Madman would ever deny it. And 
that he cannot ſay, thert is 4 Contradittion is faying, 
there may be three Perſons in God, Thus far therefore 
weare agreed on all hands. _.. 
But he now tells me, pi 4. That bis is not the 
| Queſtion. Yes; this is the Queſtion that I undertook. 
*Lis true; there be other Queſtions between us and 
the Sociniaps.. But the Queſtion Eundertook was that. 
And hE knows it was fo. beauty: 7; 
Well; but what fays he, is the Queſtion ? "Tis 
this he ſays (p. 4.) Whether there be Three Gods, or 
but One God. No : this is not the Queſtion. -' For-in 
this we are agreed alſo. - The Socinians:(he ſays; affirm 
There is. but One God. \ And ſo doll... + FY 
- The Propoſition, he ſays, which (in'' favour: of i 
Trinity; I ſhould have proved, (that'is, the: ta3k he thts 
me, not what I undertook): was this, :That what'wpe 
in one regard Three, may in another regard be'S'O One, 


that all of them (together ) are but One,” and yet reach of - 


them (ſingly, and by.it ſelf.) 5s that. One: ©: * , 
.Now; I think, F had proved.this}\ This corpss Jou-! 
gum, corpus latum, and corpus profundum, :is\Qne Cube. 
The. corpus longum is a Cube; the: corpir3 Jatrimmis' a Cube, 
and the corpus: profundum is a Cube: and yet this Cor- 
pus. longum, latum & profundums; :1s;''(altogether ) but 

One Code, nl ind 3D on nd nd Abt, ons! 
_  »*But this! is Latin::«. And'his iChallenge.is, (p2 54) 
Shew me that Trinitariat that. daris:difpute the Queſtion. 
in plain Engliſh. Fl endeavour -that too. * Daved. 
phe Son of Jeſſe was a Man; and David Kjng of Iſrae! 
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andba Mey; 3nd David the Father of Solomon Was-a Maz« 
Yet Devidtthe Sonidff;Feſſe 3. the Kirg of Iſrael, apd Father 
of rSelontwmo Wil ber); hut One Man, ,;And; this is 
plare: ni fa Weds -pf Abſtra?, C oncrete, "Per 


rernity;"Paranality, (at which he there:cavils,), or gther 
hiart wards. ;383n ihis Fark bearer might under- 


duidt 3 OY WA 41 i249 MH; 


. Welk but.:{ ſays he) We Sock indeed ſo, This long body 


ba; b.Cobes) weaning: .therebyy 3This: lang;hodp ;iphich.ds alſo 

broad andbigh,? is Cube; and if _it.were not twioad and-high 

it opere mob b Cutie : Rut: wecattuo- {ay ſo here... Pll try if T 

cannot hjt:this tod!- The Albwiſe God, is-God All. "ſafes 
ent 5-the Almighty-God:, is God Allſufficient ; the- Ever- 
daſbing Gpd,;;1s God "Aik F ficient: Meaning by- the. All-miſe 
Gordy tha God wlio is:alſo: Almighty and Everlaſting ; and 
ifhirwere not alſo. 4/mighty,, fwverlatingi he were not 
Hls-ſufficient...r Yet this All-wiſe,'' Almighty, and Everlaſt- 
Nh ey oF ray alto > nan 0 One God All-(ufficient. F 
> Dot. fuppo ays.he) the Dpitor's Inſtances do, ſatisfy 

&his dithetty; EY I think they-do z)-4 Does he not know there 
wt inanywore; (Kes,.chedoth diag it} 29 which theſe In- 
ſtances. artmat. applicables \Mery true: And; therefore they: 
were not brought to; prove all points which concern the 
Triaity. ..-They- were brought g0-prove this point in.par- 
ticular ;, 'Thas roy Cane X0t. inlet with Reaſons. that Three 
Sawewhats may be : And'if they prove this, it is 
wlatthey: wers: naive prove.*. (when 1undertake 
other points4;-1 maycuſt other Argyments,) |Aud this 
hath been fajd ſo often,” that: (aPþ he. have; any thing elſe 
of: moment to. ſay) it is: rt th oo Hs the ſame 
iroher ligenge ak 
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Pf (4) 
_ -name to theſe Three; Nor what ſhaltwe call them; ? Theſe 
three-<-. what ? \Not three Gods ; forgizr's falld':: (T here 
t5but' OneGod:) And three Perſons timotaliowme 
td call them; becauſe it' is: nndfa Scripeural. Weds: (Pars 
ſon he grants is ſcriptural,” Heb.ix:3. buewnor Perforr,y 
I'muft nit calf them'#hree-Norhimgrs "(Dor careainly: it 
was never meant to.be thus under 
things are One : And when Chriſt faid "Fiandiabei' Father 
are One, reididnor mean Ve end Norhingeure One:)) And 
' if they baShot Norhbiar, they muſt bei Sovewher:; hand 
Three ſuch, nut be #: red Somrenters, * And I rould: _ 
chink of a more Inmoerr word, to deſign thembiy/- And 
therefore (thar we might not quarrel about - words)-1 
 was-content to wave the name of Perſons, and" (without 
fxing x' new” meme on them): delign them-by the word 


Somewhat. (Preſuming thee choſerwho'do not rakothert 


co be Nothing,  wodld'allow'them to be Somewhus;) ' But 
neither willy this wore paſs with him, | 

| Now this is ® hard caſe. | 'The Scripnre ſays Theſe 
Three, without piving them a Nome. And theny He 
muſt not give'thera Naw; becauſe that Nymerwill be 
wſcripterel. And yet We &0/#0r prvethem © Name3uhe 
tells us, They be Three | Somiewhats, / niz#hout Name or 
Notion : And that no $wo- can epree, what this is, or mba 
2 ley ment ;" bat as. "ary Wricers, Pl A E xplivadi- 
-Þ. 9.76: fy 1964 1OÞAL | AD ano vr. ocean aac 
" Tewhick Day's \AEVS th& Nig I think che'Oxclio- 
doy zre all, \rtitls far; ; dgreetl's Thar they are Threetugt 
Somevhatt ith God;''as differ-from'each other more thati 
ine tributes,” batinor 
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Notion of it.) ' And if he: will allow us to give-a Name 
to it ;- that: Namei (whateveritibe) is fo ro heunderftood 
as-tojdenote ) bin Notion; And we think the word Per- 
fon; a-fit: Newt toi denoterhis Norion by. .\ Burif-wemay 
not give it a Newe;'- we muſt then fay,. The [Notion is 
ſuch {as (was but now” explained. But they will not 
allow us to give ira. Name. - And: avtoour Agreement or 
Difagreement,' Tthink-rheTrinizarians dotels difagree a- 
mygvgſt themſelves, chan do-the Auii-irinirariens.} .' 
 Butthe ys,"(p:*g.) Þom'rhe word Pexfons. (when ap» 
plied to God) to be but Metaphorical." and not 10 fignifie juſt 
the fame as 'when applied to Men, ' but: ſorrewhat Analogous 
thereto; \Frue:; IT do fo. > And I-have givenimy Rea- 
fons'why 3'd0fo,' more rharsoncer3 Breaufe' woof 
them doin 'fopreſented :20cus*nÞ\ Seripture wader- the 
Names of Riker, land Sox; adtivs Son fxid to: be Bagor- 
rex of that Father (Rn words _ therefore not tobe 

merrelied with; becauſe $triptureT: e :) -No man 
inks that the avis 96 « Faheyidr by ; [ck [4 Son, 
of! fo Begdriow| 25 theſe-words figfitfie: concerning Mer; 
but fornowhhir- d$afgvnotherentito/? Ant iniwhat fenſe 
they are Father an Sow! they av8'ifin x ſenſe analogous 
thereunto)! Two! ''Per/ous;"and tic Pbly-Ghoft' a Third. 
For- Father arid Sow proper \ſedſpamongit men; are 
ſack Relative+ bs thic Datiiis'didaUnote- by the word Per- 
ſas in' the firſt 'an# proper? ſignificucion of that word : 
And” conſequently Favel and Sm\inithis Andlogical 
ſenſe, are Cn A-tontthuation-of the fare Analogy) Per- 
ons mn htke Analvbgicalſeale. © -- 3 at 2 2 
- Butheſays farther, that im the explication of the 4- 
Mhaxaſrtn Crew, (Lefinip.r3)cDinterprot imam (Gngaloes, 
by! 1ely Perſons,161: popetly Perſons: i 1:do 10: Be- 
cauſe'Þ-fuppole? iCowhs intendedto/ ealttfiem truly'or pro- 
perly /ueh-perfofis\as-are-there meant, (anfwering tothe 
Greek Hypc z that is in ſuch a\ ſenſe as t _— 

973. there 


thei called Futher and "Sor ,avd that the word cr is 
a rrbe: and: proper Goatitrayion'vs: alie-fume A 
- -Lhave beferedeclared, mare than;dboeyx Ginctheplaces 
by hum cited;!.p. 9, 10\thabthe-true nnd graftr fenſsof 
the Latin word Perfoxt; i8.nat t@ denatd/a Dan ſimply 
(for this with them, was: Hiewo;..not Peiſone;) but ſuch 
quality, ſtates. or xondition of amnan,;whereby: he is: di- 
1tipguiſhed framj, ornfands. rdated:toiother. men: As a 
King. & oy "2 4 Jadge, andthe like. c: Addactoffdingly 
gr may Perfqps pp5,; (He'may. be 
a yon Rory a F, r;) - And.accordipgas:ſugh Condition 
varies;. the Perſon allo varies. "Fidtrvethat in Exgliſb, 
(for. want-of-a watd. that, anfivers 10;Hawe,) we lome- 
tunes.ake uſc.of the word: Perſon, whengwe 1 {peak in- 
difercptly of Min,* Hitman, or ibid; ao when a Mov; 
or:Women; and ar iwfert: are fpaken ofa three Per- 
ſons: But thelgrthe, Laing would, not bave called rres 
| FF rontgd but. eres {darines:| i: (Buttgonfitler;d as! Father, 
Mother, ns. JON &5 Sr ;be-called 


odithe ? 
Gifs ar Gad wv Coker, EL 1p: he Three 


B8r/ops; And Iam\not lorkyodes liggrog i Buethen, I 
wayldbngt: haveliim{sy::(a5here) NS eek kethem £0 be 
I: Three: Name), ROC OA TED Ie PR threa (3, 611 "\ They 
278 NOS: that fret. Nawes, Hol: ade: 04s. ;\ FQs 
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(7) a 
even amongſtamen, .ta be a -Kather, -is more thana Newe, 
ari:T;tlet,, And, : in: thei:Gadhead, :the Father, Sow, and 
Hoh-Gheſt,: differ. -miore chan {o' many. Names... And, 
: thaygh-I willinot take:upon me to determine preciſely, 
; how great the Diftindion is, (which is what at p. 8. he 
[ cites out of my Lee. ii p. 3.) becayiſe I would not be poſiz 
tive: where the Scripture'is-filent ; yet certainly. ”tis not 
ſo great as to make then Three Gods,: but greateg than 
merely three Names, or even that between what we.com+ 
monly call the Devine Attributes. -_- . qa 
+; His next Head is about.my Explication of the Athana- 
6 Creedi: Which he finds. (heſays) to be an Explication 
of the NamwatoryiCluaſes therein; And he is-not much 
amiſs in that dbſceiration. Ho was told foin the firſt words 
of that Explication, and in the laſt 'words of; the Poft- 
ſcript, That it. was in purſuance of a clauſe in a former Let- 
zer to that purpoſe ; and that Chough other things are 
explained. init) is worn; intended for the Satisfattion of 
choſe.-who dd believe ther Dotrine, of (t,..(but ftumbled at 
thoſe Clauſes,) to ſhew-thavirhey; need not- (for theſe 
Clauſes) to reject. that Creed. ul > 
. Hetells us (p.11.) there © 4 difference between Neceſſary 
and Reguifite. : Be it 10. :But the word there is »pn, opor- 
zet: {not araxraus} whnch-I had: rendred-;(p. 4. 21.) by 
theſs words, 1+; neceſſor; it i. mainly, neceſſary, "tis a: 
prineipad requiſite,” he;:ought. to: believe at. And certainly, 
if. he had not a:great: deſire to; cavil he; would-not-have 
PP at. this expoſition, as not full enough for the 
_ WQOIQ yy! +: .. 53 (2-5: 36; a3 
I La, this Creed was part of the Catholick Faith ;. 
the; whole af which I'todk to be. the whole wary off God : 
which a man f-obliged tarbelieve as to this Subtabrigls of, 
it.; but may: be /aved notwithſtanding a» 1gnoranceor Mi-. 
fiake- a5 to ſome Partiealars pf teſſer moment. New he would;1 
have it to be underſtood, _ this Creedvs the whole, 0k 
"Ig only 
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(8) 

s Pantof the Catbolick Faith ; that nothing muſt be added 
- 4 nothing tcken;from it : And that every Mag ava. Wo- 
Yrs ſhall periſp everleſtingly who dothtnor belicue und profe eps 
#bis, without Jaking _— R—_— ode be. #0 

W by: { thiak ocheres | have ſhewed before, and need 
nor repeat it. - But leave it to the Reader tojudpe, whe- 
ther this or that be likeher to be true... And, whether he 
take it to be the meaning of this writer; That all muft 
needs-be damned, who lived and:died- before this Creed 
was written; or who poſſibly never faw-it-or-heard'6f 
i, (though they ſhould believe all the Subſtantials of the 
Chriftign Faith,' or Word of God, and held nothing --de+ 
ftruQive of it :-"6x, who. $6 nod believe. juit ſo much 
and no/more. / But if that be his opinien;. he doth inter- 
pret it more ſeverely againſt himfelf than 1 would have 
done 5 or (I viaipE) any Man who had not a Mind. to 
cavil. 

” His naxt head is," about the Opinians ably od pos $aet- 
#1 und the-Sotinians, Concerning which;\E-do ner think 
i needful. to trouble the Reader with" repeating what T 
had faid of thoſe Opinions, Zee. lik. p. 44,45, ; 465.47, 48. 
and Fez. iv. p. 2,3, » $a 6. OF what he now br _ 
cuſe of it. But fhall leave it to the Reader, to ju 
on what is:{aid on both ſides) whether I bavernot Soy 
fully proved the charge; of thelight Opinion they bs 
of the Scripture Gin comperivion.with Reaſon) when it 
croſfes- any- of their beloved Tenets.. . And! yet, if that 
be not enough, hithſelf direQts.,. p. 26. to: Marg and 


Lubertus , where (1 it ſcoms) is more to be found to the: . 


ſame purpoſe. \ 239.2352) 
Bue bis Pea for hiniſels, $a 16. 11 do admir./ That if 
Soeinus have |} ſed, of byperbol;- 


cell, he is not” obliged a Sotad is (nor do EL know-thar 
he-is obliged to be a Socivian J the _ renounce of Soct=. 
awe,” what be pleaſes. 
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(9); 
Whether he who defended viſto at Franthe, were 
2 Profeſſed Socinian, or but covertly fo, I tannat tell-(be- 
cauſe I do not know the Man':} But I do not think: ix 
more ſtrange, to find a Szcinian at Franeker- (notwith- 
ſtanding the Sy20d of Dore) than at Londov. And ſome- 
time - (p.- 164) - he will- hardly allow himſelf a-Saciahen, 
nor'any of his Party. But I hope. he will not deny Soc- 
#45 to have been a Socinian. Therefore ſo far, at leaſt; 1 
was meh. :{; of ds T3AJ I6Ny 21 12 2 

' But he would not haveme blackew. 4 man; log ſince dead, 
who never did meiny:injury. Very well; He had before 
challevged: me ro maihtain my charge againſt the Socont: 
a#s 3 And be gow quarrels with me for ſo doing. He 
wit:now hardly allow any to- be .a Sp6/»ian but Socians 
himſclf ;;.and yet I.'muſt not blacken Sociyns. What am 
I then'to do? I will evertteave: is as iis, :and let the 
Reader judge. And ifhe donbs;' whether 1, or my Ad- 
verfary be more. fais'in, our Quotations ;; Jet him conſule. 
the places andjudge'aceordingly.. : And particularly that 
of Epiff; 5.44 Volkelinrs. Þ am at prefent;not at homeaor 
Have Books -abayt:me. | But ſure am, that Sociavs dobly 
there; i (a few haes' before' what this: Oblervator repedts/ 


Fd 


direatly; deny ,, that the: Sonl after death doth ſubſodh 4 ac- 
- carding; as I had affirmed: (though I cannot now recite 
the, whole Sentence becauſe have not the Book at hand; ) 
Rat:this:the Repeater! : (whether, by; Docking,or Detapitet 
70x) thinks fit x00; * And then-k preſitme the Reader 
wall. then find, thati per /e. is not meant. (@-.by-it- ſelf) or of 
his own nature, as not by the gift and grace of God, (for fo 
it might as well. be ſaid of the S6ul before.death,) but, /o 
by it ſelf as wot im.conjimit ton with the body'; and then't 
aſe my: be., 'that though the $pul-with the Bedy be, 
« Meare: pemrm capaxy;yetthe: Sil of in:fatf with- 
aus the: B&dy jig net.ſfe... But: Eleave this, 4nd.thexelly 
wholly to the a 6 Poa Gipoſhniew) 
fon 2 as 


(:10-) 
as' he ſhall ſee cauſe, © Adding this alſo, thar he' will find 
it isnot onely as to thisPoint of the Trinity, that'Socimmus 
diſcovers ſo flight an'opinion of the Scriptures in compe- 


tition with Reaſon; but in othet Points alſo[where they 


do not favour'his opinions, * + en 1 IT te. 
He had told us before;: of ſome'body at Oxford, who, 
maintaining a Theſis againſt the Svcinians, ' was baffled by 
his Opponent.  Who' or when'this was'he' had' not told 
us ; nor what that Theſis was. He-now tells us,” p.16. 
It was 4 Theſis againſt the Socinidns, that they preferred 
Reaſon before Scripture. Perhaps, when herecolleQs him- 


ſelf, (or conſults his Tnformer;): he may find (it avy + | 


ſuch thing happened as he ſuggeſts) it ws on: ſome: s- 
#her Theſis ;, and not aging the Sotinians, "but againſt the 
Arminians. -But, be'it as he ſays; Tknow nothing of it, 

and ſhall not concern my felf abour it,” 2 
- But in requital of: this ſtory 'I told/*hirtt atiother of 
Sendizs, who havitg propoſed a Challenge; 'wupon/his Pro- 
blems Paradoxim (contrary to the Divinity of the Holy- 
Ghoſt) was ſo anſwered by Wittichins, that "(ab appears 
by a Printed Letter publiſhed'by his Friend 'and/Partner 
1 that Diſputation) rhe! ngiert. pore Bac gms > 
their opinion. - I now «dd, that it ſo appears, \not'only- 
by his Friend's Printed Letter : but by another* of 'Sau— 
dirs himſelf to Wittichios ; which I have-not ſeen (and 
Ichink it was never printed,) but the Contents of 'it may 
be ſeen in cantiie't\ tie of Wireichius, \'withithis 'Fi-- 
tle, Caſa Spiritus: Santi Vittrix. Printed at ''Londow|; 
1682. 1 IN LINGO VS 06 US UNER-RNV 7.51 
But this matter (he ſays) i both Unskilfully ind Un- 
fairly related, Why «nskilfally? why' anfairty * He ſays, 
Sandius was an Arian; (Be it fo : ) not' aSochniany' Very: 
well: Nor:did [I ſay that the was ; but\#\Fria#d os 
Socinians.. ' He was an Anti-rrinitarian'; and rs 10te- 
(againſt the Tyinirarians) the common” cauſts _ 
. and 


# 
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and Soiniavs, (though theſe perhaps might quarrel a- 
mong(t themſelves.) But this O&ſerwator thought (ir 
ſeems) becauſe I did not cal him an. Aria», that I did 
not4now him ſo tobe. And this (I gueſs) is what he 
calls «»skifful. But Ican give him a, better reaſon why 1 
ſhould not call him ſo. 1 did not then know I ſhould 
have an Arian Adverſary to deal with, (for my Arian Ad- 
verſary did not yet appear : ) But my S9cinian Adverſa- 
ry was already upon the ſtage, and with him I was now 
dealing. Yet I could not fay that Sandius was a Socinian, 
but (that the' Saciia» might be concern'd in the ſtory) 
I faid, He was a Friend of theirs; And what Unskilful- 
xeſi appears in this? Had I then known (what ſince I 
do) that I was*to be attacqued by an ia» alſo ; I 
ſhould rather have:called him an'Avti-trinitarian, whiclt 

aad been common to both : But, knowing then of none 
but' a: Socinien Adveriary, I choſe to call him a Friend of 
theirs. Which was neither Vzxfair nor Unskiful. 
Perhaps he thinks if not V=ski/ful,'twasat beſt Unfair to . 
lay that hisPartner and He changed their opinion. But was it 
not 10? doth-not his Aſſociate exprelly telFus (in-the very 
Title-page of his Letter of. thanks for thoſe Animadver- 
fions:) per quas (animadverſiones) errores ſuos rejicere co= 
au eft ? (whereby he was conſtrained to relinquiſh his 
Errors? ) Well, but. did they change al their Opinions ? 
did. they relinquiſh «/ their Errors ? I believe not : But; 
that' opanion. which. was: then. in-difpute; - his: Problem# 
Paradoxum, and the Errors therein. And, .if he conſulr 
the Book, he'll find-it: was ſo : And; that this Paradox 
was it which he did reliaquiſh. - And, what his Paradox 
was, he might there: ſee it as welt- as I. Nor had he 
told me; who, andiwher, and upon what: Queſtion, his ſup- 
poled _1nti-Socinian was baffled by. his Opponent? or, 
how I might:come to-know it:? (And evennow, when 


he pretends to tel] me. the Queſtion, I doubt he is miſta+ - 


ken - 


(42) 


*ken*therein, But-what UVafirnefi was there inalt this? 
when I had told htm where he might find as; much of it 
as I could tell him. be? 6-300 ves] 

' But he tells us now, that Saxdias was [atisfied indeed 
(asto the Point th&n-in queftion,) but nor of: the Divine 
ty of the Holy Spirit. Nor did I fay that: ho was. But 
I can tell him, That he was nearer, even to this, than 
our Obſervator was aware, or at leaft nearer than he 
thinks fit to own to us..' If he conſult Wittichivs's latter 
Freatiſe, entituled Canfa Spiritar Sinf#i#wirix; be will 
thero find an Exrract of a Manuſcript. Letter of Sz-dies 
to him. In which, to the beſt of my remembrahce (for 
T have not here the Book at hand) he tells: Wittichins to 
= ns. _ vn—_ - his = tigs Fohrmacen 
« he'hadt been of epinion-that by .che: Holy. Spirat might 
< be: meant the whole number of kun -be. did 
<« nowthimlk ſo! well of that opimon, as beforxetheir Dif 
« putation : but was confidering.of two 'ather opinions 
«to be: ſubſtituted initead thereof: That by: the HÞb/y- 

_« Ghoſt might be: meant, not tlie whole au/wher. of good 
«© Angels, as before; © bur ceither} fone: /elat mumber: of 
them, as being; a ſuperiouri Order. ; or elfe: fome. Oz 
« Angel as ſaperiour to all the reft.. +{Which+twa heſug- 
« gefts to Wittichins's further conſideratiom) © But, if 
« neither of theſe fhould fncceed: (as he doubted. the 
«would not ; )- be was: then: malinable:to- fay;, wit 

S kim : 'That the Abh-Ghaſt was; indeed; the fame Etor- 
<« zal' God with the Father and the' Sam if im reciting 
this by memory, I have faikd1in any; confiderable Cuts 
cumfſtance, T fubmitit'to be refvified by: the 'Hool. -: But 
if ' our O8/ervator: have'ſeen that; Treatiſe; and knows it 
thus to-be, F thiak we have more-reaſon:to; compdlaini of 
Unfairneſs, in hisireprefenting it as he doth *'As if hoxe; 
mained fixed in-this- Opinion; 'Fhaothe Ho-Glyf was 
fo a-Perſon as the Arians almay} held. | ot 2 nc oft 
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Iam ſorry to detain the Reader by following our 0+- 
ſervator in_ bs ſo-many longexturhons which do ſo little 
concern the Buſineſs before us. For. what. (almoſt) of 
what. hath been-hitherto:mentioned of . his, doth tend to 
the confutation of: what we affirm; That what we call 
Three Perſons, are more than Three Names, but not Three 
Gods. - £1 i i $0 

- In(part of ) his two laft.leaves, he would ſeem. to come 
ſomewhat nearer.to the Buſineſs, but not much. He 
tells us, p. 17. that Luther:and Calvin did not like the 
word. Trinity. It. may be ſo. (I'll take his word for it 
withour ſceking the places; becauſe I donotthink it worth 
while.). Thar they-lay 'tis Barbarows-and ſownds odly (I 
{uppoſe he knows that by a Barberaws word, is commenly 
meant, a. word not uſed. by Clfick. Authors , or not a- 
greeable to the v/val forms, of /peech in Latin and Greek 
Writers.) Beit ſo. (And what if I had ſaid ſo too? ) 
Suppoſe a Fbwnterſhould ſay, a Trinity of :Hares/oundsod- 
h,: and another ay the like bf a. Leeſb, and chooſe ra- 
ther'to ſay. (in_ plain Engliſh). Three: hares : the ſenſe is 
til the ſame. And Calvin (wholoved a /moorh, file, 
and pure-Latin words,). ſhould ſay that Trinitas is a barba- 
rows Word, (as not extant in Clafſick Authors :). what great 
matter.is there in all this? _.' $55 [l,, 

.. I will not trouble my ſelf to enquire whether T7inztas 
be, ti that {ſenſe uſedan Tl ; but ſure I am that Tees 
is.a good Greet word. . And words, though not fo well 
contrived at firft, yet when once received into common 
uſe, and the. meaning thereof underftood, we chule to re- 
tain, rather tham to:make a needleſs. change. This the 
common-Phraſes of, your Worſbip;c:yokre Honour, your Lorad- 
ſvip, &c. for one Worſbipful, Honourable, 2 Lord, &c. 
have been noted: long ſince to be'nat Analogous to the 
more uſual Forms of ſpeech in Latin and Greek Writers : 
Yet Cuſtom hath made them Allowable ; and therefore in» 
3ifl 0 


(14) 
do not {cruple to uſe them. :So Lather: and. Calvin; it 
ſeems, thought the word Tyesito be a better Latin word, - 
in this caſe; than '7rinitas. And T hadrallowed: our Ad- 
verſary ,' (Let: iv. p. 36:) inftead of Trinity: in Unity, to 
ay (it that will. pledſe 'him better). Three 5n.One. Yet 
Three and Trinity*@omy apprehenſion). differ no more 
than Tex and a Decade; or Twelve and a Douſais. But 
what's all this to the matter in hand'? ;/Doth Larber or 
Calvin any where ſay, that Father; Son, and: Holy-Gho 
are but three Names ? or, that they-be vhrie Gods? If th 
fay neither of theſe ; they do not contradict. what we 
affirm. - -*'Tis. but'as: if a Man-ſhould chuſe to ſay Tas 
Commandments,” rather than a Decade, . or half a ſcore; or 
to ſay, there are, in the Apoſtles Creed, Twelve frrictes 
rather than a. Douſzin. -. And if theſe be the great diſagree< 
wents he there complains of, . it.comes: to a very {mall 
matter. - 5 34? AP) E198: 12:37 8 
To his Argument; That: o#ly.the Father: God, becauſe 
of Joh. 17. 3..to know theetheonl trie God ;-heſays, prrg. 
T give three Anſwers, (I do ſo); But, he ſays, tbe'firſt and 
third are deftruttive of oe another.) Wot1d ; they:all agree 
very well. And any of them will.deſtroy his Argument; 
*Tis not ſaid, - Thee only, but the _—_— God, He would 
have us think it all one to ſay ,: :Thee only, to 'be the true 
God,. and. Thee to be the only true'(God, Tithink otherwiſe. 
The. one gives: fome ſeeming colour: for his objeton? 
The other, not the leaft ſhadow. His Argument, The 
Father is the only true God , therefore not the Son or Holy- 
Ghoſt, 'is juſt 'in this Form, . The:God of Abrahams ts the 
true God, therefore not the God of: Iſaacs; nor the'Gad "of Ja- 
cob.. \ Which, I preſume. tie-will-not allowito.be aigood 
conſequence. WOW ONCTIILDSTQpD T1 eL 
He would have it thought I grant, that if. it were as 
this fogm, the only, thee true God; then the-Socinians had 
undoabtedly gained the point.. Not'ſo. He hath not heard 
me 
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me ſay ſo yet; nor 1s he like to. do. . If T ſhould ſay, He 
that brought Iſrael oxt of Egypt , and he only, is the true 
God : - my meaning would: be but this, That God who 
brought Iſrael out. of Egypt, and that God only, is the true 
God : And this muſt be: :underftood-: to be ſaid of him, 
not as their deliverer out: of Egypt , but as God. For he 
was the tree God (and the only true God) long before he 
brought: 1/7ae/ out of Egypt; and would have been ſo, 
though they had never bee; or had never been /o brought 

#. There may be vers predicatio, which is not xg0ocau 
FOOTM.:.: . | | 

go of all men living , the Socinians are obliged to 
lay, that this. title che true God, or only true God, belongs 
to hin, coot as:Father, but as:God. For if (as they would 
haveius think) aur: Lord:Feſvs Chriſt had no Being before 
his being made-Fan:of. the Virgin: Mary; : then neither 
had he 4 Father till that time: But he was the only true 
God from all Eternity ; and therefore not (with this Re- 
duplication) as Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. For he 
was the only true God, (according to their.'DoCtrine) long 
before the Mer Chriſt had a Father ; and would ſothave 
been, though this. Me# had never been. - And though 
Chriſt /pe«+ to him as Hi Fathey , - yet tlic title of rhe 
only true God, he aſcribes to him as God. If Solomon ſhould 
have ſaid to David, Thou Father art King of Iſrael; he 
was not therefore K;xg of 1/rael as Father of Solomon ; for 
he was ſo, long before he was Solomon's Father. Which 
takes away all colour of our Obſervator's (imaginary) 
contradiftion here pretended : and. leaves not the leaſt 
umbrage for it. 5 FRET 

. As little force is there in his other cavil, p- 18, If the 
Father and San be the onely trae God,thew not the Holy-Ghoft. 
Yes; the Holy-Ghoſt alſo; . For:though 1t be: not here 
Affirmed ; yet neither is it here Denied. 

But theſe Objeftionsof — been ſo often brovght, 

an 


({.16)) 
and. ſo ofren anſwered, that''ts tedious to Amer 
things brought fo often over.and over 
Ti he' tike I ſay: of what here from x: Cor: $36: 
which is anſwered ſufficiently,; Wi.:p. 52. :\\Noris 
at all ftrange, or uncommon; thar chemvei Father ſhould 
be ſometime ſpoken of God perſonally conſidered, as #4: 
ther of our Lord Jeſs Chrift,. and ſometime of God tadefi- 
nitely according to his Eſſence). without reſpeS& rg-9hi7 
or that Perſon. - Father of Spirits, Hob. a2. 9. 'Doubtleſ4 
thou art our Father, Thaw O ns art. onr.:Father and dy 
ages Iſai. 63. 16. Thou ſhalt call me My Father, cFer. 

4, 19. which the Socinias muſt not fay to baimeant 
- to his. Perſonality , as Father of oun Lord. Jeſut Chuifft, 
(for ſuch, they fay, he then wasnotr,).bur as vo hiv. 
fence. The panc/m" 6 'Father, Iſak..g.'6;: fpaken of Clit, 

not as to-his Perſonality (for I rn dur'as 40 
his Efſexce. 

As to-what he objefts, p. r . to-that of Rom, 9. 5. 
Chriſt ; who we.over all, God 6 for vver,- Amen, »Tre- 
fer to. what is ſaid, Los. 4ili\p.- 57.) (woo (woo lar) e —_— 
heres). But how: mays ' {(wlich'is a .of 
ion) ſhould mate it Nox 6 e/ Ido hotuinde | gre” 
what was {aid of God inde jFRev;1.: is aid par- 
ricularly of Chriſt, 7.8. Who mas dead and © alive; ver. 
17, 18. (which deſcription. of -Chrift-an- parcicular, he 
had begun at -er. 5. and contigs Sophad this: _} i 
he deny it, tet the Reader judge.” nl of; 

| As to that of x Job. 5.7. | gh we bach has: 
faid already... I thank there is not mych niccoro be faid 
thereof on either ſide than had been ſaid longbefyreweiu 
ther He or I began to write! i Ambiliaiterallfie-refolve 
to hold to his opmion;: heemuſk give: mo fave tore 
mine. And letthe: 7s e049 -or ven hrs 
for that of Marr. 28. x94 FÞ 3790 384. 5.4: F 

'Asto all, in all thoſe Leters to whichfidabeni no > Re- 


ply ; 
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ply; it ftands as it did : And if the Reader pleaſe to 
read them over again, he will be able to judge, . whether 
it-be'all ſo contemptible as to have nothing-of Weight 
= W---* 4 RTE 4. 
' T have faid nothing - to his Bluftring and Contempru- 
ous Language, his Cating (or rather Railing) againſt 
Sthools, Metaphyficks, Mother Church, Alma Mater Acad:- 
mia, School-termy,” Gothiſh and V aundelick terms, Abftrad, 
Comtrete, (as if | Long and Length were all-one; and all 
one to{ay David was Kjngdoiy of 'Iſract, and the Kyjng- 
amr of Iſrael was Farther to Solomon, as to lay this of T 
King of Iſrael!) and other the Tike; (To'which he is 
wont to run out when he hath little' ele to ſay, but 
would ſeem to fay fornewhar to make aNoife.)' Becauſe 
the Reader wotild know'i(without ay telling him) rhac 
this i Ravirs rathet than Hywne. mnd whence tells 
us, ſo often, of The Brief Hiſtory of the Unitarians ; 
why might not'T 3 well cell him, tbar Door Sherlock 
bad anſwered it; and rentis' (1 fupp e) x0 Vindicate that 
a OTE Wha het 257 p 3 
-So, . when he rugs Divifion upon — Edits, Cons 
f, Re OR, Hi ments, ſeizing and burying of Boks, - 
-apitel puniſhments, Fire, and Fagot ; (with many other 
thmps whereitt T am not concern'd,) Whae is alt this to 
me ?-F db net know that T-ever did him any hurr (unleſs 
By diſcovering his Errots;) 'Þ wis only Hzaing as a Diſ- 
tant; not ing Eau. &” Jeaw 29 201403 3 ! 
As little need be ſaid of a many little things, 'as little 
tothe purpoſe: As, whether my 'Third Letter were not 
rather « Book * Whether the things which God bath prepa- 
red for them that 18% Wim, are the - Dnely deep things of 
God which we cannot comprehend? or .the Dnelp ſecrer 
. thipgg. "which belong to God, while things Revealed belong 
to us? Whether, what I knew forty years ago, I had been 


ſtudying and conſidering forty years (without _—_— 
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of ought elſe all. the while)? which certainly I could 
not be, for I-was then forty-years old. Whether it be 
better Engliſh to ſay; God the Creator, God the Redeemer, 
and God the Sanitifier ARE, or IS but one God? Whe- 
ther U»z«m (in the Neuter Gender, pat ut abſolute without 
a Subſtantive) do. not uſually. ſignitie O»e. Thing ? Whe- 
ther the word Trinites, be a taps Latin, or a Barbarows 
Word, (not.to be found in Taly, any more than Uniteri- 
an)? W hether Tres or Trivitas be the better Latin-word: ? 
Whether, what -in his former. Letter, "NS were but 
old faſbiowed Netions, be now (in this la ew and Can- 
tious ? with other the-like. 

But (beſides in theſe and man y others, he cavils with- 
out a cauſe). what's all this; to FL i pore in hand * ?. Oc 
how dothit contradi& what Laffirm gn: 

That, What in onc Conſideration weT way in another 
_ wry rf (without Abſurdity, Con! 

at, E a W ur ty, tra- 
diftion, or ML” Noe with Reaſon,). chere - o ba 
God, Three Somewbats (which we commonly call 
wy. that are but (ne God. 
That; Theſe Three, are: wore than three Names, Foy not 


three Gods. 
Thar, God the C reator, God the Redeemer, and God the 


Sandifier, (otherwiſe called God. the Father, God: the 
Sofi, andGod the CH] are ſuch Three.  * 


| ſee nothing of w ES te OO Onrtie 
any of Theſ... | 
March 14. | x 2015 
- 2098 + fe rv Fs 4 Yours 
b , Walks. 
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